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FURNISHING SUBSISTENCE AND QUARTERS FOR 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS EMPLOYEES ENGAGED ON 
FLOATING PLANT OPERATIONS 





TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 1955 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN Post Orrice anp Crvit SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., Hon. John E. Moss presiding. 

Mr. Moss. The committee will please come to order. 

This committee, composed of Mr. Robeson, Mr. Fascell, Mr. 
Cretella, Mr. Gubser, and myself as chairman, has been appointed 
to consider H. R. 49: 36, a bill which will amend section 3 of the Post 
Office Appropriation Act of 1928. 

The bill is as follows: 


[H. R. 4936, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the furnishing of subsistence and quarters without charge to employees of the 
Corps of Engineers engaged on floating plant operations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 
of the Act of March 5, 1928, employees of the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, engaged on floating plant operations may be furnished subsistence 
and/or quarters on vessels without charge whenever messing and/or quartering 
are determined to be equitable to the employees and to be necessary in the 
public interest in connection with such operations. Any such subsistence and 
quarters shall be furnished in accordance with standards prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Army. 

The provisions of the act limits the furnishing of heat, light, house- 
hold, equipment, subsistence and laundry service to field employees of 
the Federal Government to instances where such allowances shall be 
determined at reasonable value and considered as part of the compen- 
sation in fixing the salary of such employees. 

H. R. 4936 proposes to amend this section so as to allow the Corps 
of Engineers of the Department of the Army to furnish, free of charge, 
subsistence and quarters to its employees engaged in floating plant 
operations. 

Section 606 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945 as amended 
authorizes the granting of subsistence and quarters to e mployees of the 
Transportation Corps rof the Army, the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
the Department of the Interior, and the Panama Railroad Company. 
The Corps of Engineers has no such authority 

The present conflict in authorities results in the De partment of the 
Army having to charge for quarters and subsistence in areas and some- 
times in the same rivers or harbors where vessels of other agencies of 
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the Government are furnishing such benefits without charge to their 
employees. 

The Secretary of the Army, the Corps of Engineers, the General 
Accounting Office, the American Federation of Government Employ- 
ees, and the National Federation of Federal Employees have requested 
permission to testify on this bill. 

Congressman James H. Morrison, of Louisiana, wishes to be re- 
corded in favor of the legislation. 

There is also a request on behalf of Senator Russell B. Long, of 
Louisiana, to be recorded in like manner. 

At this time we will hear the first witness, Capt. Robert M. Lathrop, 
Office of the Secretary of the Army. 

Captain Laturop. I am not a witness, Mr. Chairman. I am from 
the office of the Chief of Legislative Liaison of the Army and am 
acting as Legislative Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF JUSTIN DOWNS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF 


CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Moss. Then we will hear at this time, Mr. Justin Downs, 
Assistant Director of Civilian Personnel, Corps of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

Mr. Downs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not think I have 
anything further to offer to the committee other than the letter of 
transmittal of the bill to the committee. I think it covers the case 
entirely. 

Mr. Moss. I believe each member of the committee has a copy of 
the letter of transmittal. 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Is it necessary to read the letter? 

Mr. Fascextu. I do not think it necessary to read it. 

Mr. Moss. It can be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 2, 1955. 
Hon. Sam RayYBuRN, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: There is forwarded herewith a draft of legislation for the 
purpose of placing employees of the Corps of Engineers engaged in floating plant 
operations in the same status as similar emplovees of other Federal agencies in 
the matter of receiving subsistence and quarters without cost in accordance with 
prevailing commercial practices. It is recommended that the proposed bill be 
enacted into law for the reasons stated herein. 

Section 3 of the act of March 5, 1928 (45 Stat. 193) authorized the head of an 
executive department to furnish subsistence and quarters to civilian employees 
when required, provided that the reasonable value was determined and considered 


part of the conpensation in fixing the salary rate for such civilians. Under this 
authority, it has been the practice of the Corps of Engineers to deduct from the 
compensation paid its floating plant employees who are furnished subsistence and 


quarters, amounts representing the cost of the raw food, but not the cost of 

paration and serving, and a nominal sum for quarters. Deductions are based 
on a rate of $31 per month per employee for subsistence and quarters for a full 
month. In actual practice the deductions average considerably less per employee 
to weekend and leave periods when subsistence and quarters are not 
sad 


eu. 


This practice of the Corps of Engineers has been questioned by the Bureau of 
the Budget on t grounds that the reasonable value of subsistence as contem- 
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plated by section 3 of the act of March 5, 1928, (45 Stat. 193) should be the full 
cost to the Government for furnishing such meals including not only the cost of 
raw food but also the cost of preparation and serving. The Bureau of the Budget 
also considers that the charges for quarters on floating plant are not consistent 
with provisions of section 1312 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954. 
Satisfaction of the objections raised by the Bureau of the Budget would require 
increases in deductions from the pay of floating plant employees. There is a 
considerable variation in the costs for preparing and serving food in the different 
floating plant messes due to such factors as size of mess and number of shifts the 
plant operates. To administer increased pay deductions involving these variables 
and at the same time maintain equitable wage scales would be extremely difficult, 
if not impracticable. 

An important part of the problem arises from inequities in the present practice 
of the Corps of Engineers in making pay deductions from the majority of floating 
plant employees. After a comprehensive study of all statutes and rezulations 
relating to this subject, it is firmly believed that, with the exception of the opera- 
tion of hopper dredges involving approximately 475 employees, the present 
system of deducting for subsistence and quarters is inequitable and prevents 
optimum efficiency of floating plart operation in the Corps of Engineers. 

Exclusive of hopper dredge operations, there were, as of December 31, 1954, 
approximately 2,500 employees of the Corps of Engineers engaged in the operation 
of such floating plant as pipeline dredges, tug boats, inspection and survey boats, 
derrick boats, revetment paving plants, snagboats, etc. It is these employees 
who are being treated inequitably as compared to: 

(a) land employees of the Corps of Engineers, 

(b) employees in private industry, 

(c) floating plant or maritime employees in other Government agencies. 

Regarding (a) above, wage rates for floating plant employees are based on 
Jand industrial rates prevailing in the locality of the work. Land employees 
are also paid on the same basis. Land employees, however, are additionally 
paid per diem when they are required to work away from their regular duty 
station. Floating plant employees, on the other hand, receive no such additional 
payment. The deduction of the value of subsistence and quarters furnished, 
therefore, inequitably reduces the pay of floating plant employees below that of 
land employees in comparable circumstances. 

Regarding (b) above, private industry, whose wage rates form the basis for 
the rates paid floating plant employees of the Corps of Engineers, provides either 
the actual subsistence and quarters or an equivalent monetary compensation 
when it is necessary for their employees to perform their duties away.from their 
normal domicile. Since the wages of floating plant employees of the Corps of 
Engineers are based on private industrial wage rates and wage practices, the 
Corps of Engineers is in effect penalizing its employees by a charge for subsistence 
and quarters which is not reflected in the wage rates paid its employees. 

Regarding (c) above, section 606 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945 as 
amended by the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1946, Publie Law 390—79th 
Congress, approved May 24, 1946, provides that vessel employees of the Trans- 
portation Corps of the Army, the Coast and Geodetie Survey, the Department 
of the Interior, and of the Panama Railroad Company may be compensated in 
accordance with the wage practices of the maritime industry. The Corps of 
Engineers is operating under a major disadvantage since it is without specific 
authority to follow this practice of furnishing subsistence and quarters without 
cost to its employees on floating plant operations. 

Because of the inequities resulting from the present system, it is strongly urged 
that the proposed legislation providing for the furnishing of subsistence and 
quarters without charge, when necessary, to employees engaged on floating plant 
operations, be favorably considered. Enactment of the legisiation would result 
in a reduction in the moneys collected of approximately $600,000 per annun 
However, this figure would be offset somewhat by reduced cost of administration, 
by improved morale, reduced turnover and more effective and efficient opera- 
tions 

As indicated previously, the above-described inequities do not pertain to the 


. , : : ° 
bio employees on hopper dredge operations since the wage rates ior these em- 


ployees are based solely on the maritime industry which provides free subsistence 
and quarters, therefore, the base wage rates for these employees include an addi- 
tional amount of money to compensate for the deduction of subsistence and 
quarters. With regard to these hopper dredge employees, enactment of the 
proposed legislation would not result in any added cost since their base wage rate 
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would be reduced administratively to offset the furnishing of free subsistence and 
quarters. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this legislative proposal. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


Mr. Moss. Are there any questions by any members of the com- 
mittee of Mr. Downs? 

Do you have any further statement? 

Mr. Downs. I have no further statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Other than the letter? 

Mr. Downs. I think that covers the case very well. 

Mr. Fasceiu. Based on the statement, as I recall it, the adminis- 
tration of the matter under the present situation, would be so im- 
practical as to be completely inadequate? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. It might be noted that the cost is estimated at approx- 
imately $600,000 a year. 

Mr. Downs. That is correct; that is the estimate. 

Mr. Moss. Our next witness will be Mr. R. J. Fry, Chief of Plant 
and Supply Section, Civilian Works Division, of the Corps of Engineers. 
Mr. Fry. Mr. Chairman, I was here to support Mr. Downs. 

Mr. Gusser. For the record, what is a floating plant operation? 
Mr. Downs. Construction employees engaged on river work or on 
levees or dams and dikes. 

Mr. Moss. Such as dredging operations, in my area. 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Moss. If there are no further questions of Mr. Downs, you 
may step down, and we will call the next witness. 

Mr. Downs. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Moss. Our next witness is Mr. John A. McCart, legislative 
representative of the American Federation of Government Employees. 
Do vou have a statement, Mr. MeCart? 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is John A. McCart. I am the legislative representative of the 
American Federation of Government Employees. I have filed with 
vou a prepared statement and would appreciate it being entered in 
the record as our testimony on H. R. 4936. 

Mr. Moss. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our federation desires to urge 
early favorably action by the subcommittee on H. R. 4936. 

Under section 3 of the act of March 5, 1928, Federal agencies are authorized to 
furnish civilian employees with subsistence and quarters where the head of the 
department determines the conditions of employment require them to take this 
action. However, where living accommodations are provided, they must be 
considered as part of the employees’ base pay in determining their rate of salary. 
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In other words, the employee is required to reimburse the Government for the 
meals and living quarters offered under the statute. This is usually accomplished 
through a payroll deduction system. 

Employees of the Corps of Engineers assigned to floating plant operations incur 
a charge of $25 per month for meals. Where the employee lives in a single room 
aboard a dredge or other vessel, a charge of $13 is assessed per month. For a 
double room, the monthly fee is $8. Where employees live in quarters occupied 
by more than 2 persons, $6 per month is charged. 

Since 1926, Federal employees who are required to travel as a part of their 
official duties have received a travel allowance pursuant to authority granted by 
Congress. The latest of these statutes is the Federal Expense Act of 1949, which 
fixes the maximum amount paid for lodging, meals, and incidental expenses. 

Civilian employees of the Corps of Engineers assigned to floating plant opera- 
tions are required to remain away from their homes for long periods of time. In 
most cases, these employees maintain a family residence in a nearby city. Their 
official duties require that the employees remain aboard the floating plant equip- 
ment for periods of 1, 2, or 3 weeks before they are able to return to their homes 
and join their families. 

Contrary to the practice in effect for other Federal employees, who are required 
to remain away from home on Official travel, the Corps of Engineers’ workers not 
only fail to receive an allowance for their expenses away from home, but are re- 
quired to reimburse the Government for meals and quarters. 

From this standpoint, H. R. 4936 represents an effort to equalize the benefits 
accorded various groups of Federal employees under somewhat similar conditions. 

Because a small number of employees of the Corps are engaged in floating 
plant operations along our coasts and on the inland waterways, the expense of 
this beneficial legislation would be negligible. On the other hand, approval of 
the bill now pending before the subcommittee would provide an additional in- 
centive for these employees to continue their essential work, and would benefit 
their families considerably. 

Mr. Chairman, our federation requests that the committee consider this legisla- 
tion favorably and that a report be submitted on it at an early date. 

We appreciate the opportunity provided by the committee for us to express 
the views of our members on this important legislation. 

Mr. McCarr. 1 would like the opportunity to make a few ex- 
temporaneous remarks if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Very well, you may proceed. 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, we are supporting the bill currently 
before the committee because it will enable the employees on the 
floating plant operations to secure similar benefits to those accorded on 
other Federal works, under a similar status to employees on the 
floating plants and vessels and dredges. 

The employees on these floating plants, vessels, and dredges are 
required to remain away from home for long periods of time. Ordi- 
narily these dredges go on a river and remain there for 2- and 3-week 
periods, and the emplovees are required to remain on the vessel. 
Obviously the meals and quarters must be provided. Most of these 
employees maintain homes in nearby cities. 

As members of the committee probably are aware, the Federal 
Statute now provides subsistence and travel allowance for F ‘deral 
employees who are required to remain away from their homes on 
official travel. That is not true of the floating plant equipment 
employees. They not only are not provided with allowance, but 
they are required to pay for the meals and quarters assigned to them, 
through a payroll dedue ‘tion plan. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Me( ‘art, are these employee s classified or are tl ‘y 
wage board emplovees? 

Mr. McCart. The employees on the dredge and floating plant 
operations are Wage Board employees, Congressman Moss, and we 
feel, therefore, that these particular employees should be provided 


63956—55 2 











6 SUBSISTENCE AND QUARTERS ON FLOATING PLANT OPERATIONS 


benefits similar to those given under other Federal works, because 
they are required to remain away from home, and from their families 
for long periods of time, and, in effect, they are suffering a loss in pay 
because of the deductions that are made from their pay for these 
particular items. 

We have recommended, therefore, Mr. Chairman, and members of 
the committee, that you give early and favorable consideration to 
H. R. 4936. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any questions of Mr. McCart, Mr. Robeson? 

Mr. Roseson. When their wages were determined, was considera- 
tion given to the fact that they would have to pay for the subsistence? 
In other words, what has been the practice? 

Mr. McCarr. Actually, Mr. Chairman, it seems that they are 
required to pay for this subsistence under the statute, and the Appro- 
priations Act of 1928, as I recall, which permits certain agencies to 
provide subsistence and quarters on similar facilities where it is 
determined that the employees need them; but that must be con- 
sidered as a part of their basic compensation, which means that a 
deduction must be made for these particular services, so that whether 
the wages are a factor in determining the amount of value of the 
subsistence and quarters, the deduction is still made from their pay. 

Mr. Downs. The answer to the question, Mr. Robeson, is that it 
was not considered in determining their rates of pay. 

Mr. Roseson. In other words, their rates of pay are the same 
rates of pay as other employees who get the subsistence furnished 
to them? 

Mr. Downs. In other words, a machinist working in the shop or 
a machinist working on a piece of floating plant, would get exactly 
the same rate of pay. The man working in the shop w ould not have 
any deduction made from his pay but the man working on the boat 
would have a deduction made for his subsistence. 

Mr. Roseson. Are these men transferable from shops to this work, 
or are they employed, all of their time, on floats, or some of their 
time to other work? 

Mr. Downs. Very seldom are they interchangeable. They do, 
the wintertime, when the plant is laid up, they do work, when the 
plant comes into the shop; during that time, of course, they do not 
receive any subsistence under this bill. 

Mr. Roseson. What I was interested in is that this is a floating 
plant; it is a located piece of equipment, and are they permanent 
employees for that kind of a job, or is it a matter of assignment to 
these jobs, or to other work; that is, who can foretell where they 
are going to be employed? 

Mr. Downs. They are more or less permanently on the floating 
plants. 

Mr. Roseson. And then the job requirement is to do this? 

Mr. Downs. Somewhat, ves. 

Mr. Roseson. Which is the preferable employment from the job 
requirement standpoint? 

Mr. Downs. Of course, it is hard to say from that standpoint. 
When you are talking about a boat, there would be ve ry little to do on 


land, and from your standpoint, I presume, that the tugboat job 
would be preferable. 
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Mr. Roseson. Would the master of a tug have such subsistence? 
He would not come into this category, would he? 

Mr. Downs. I would think that——— 

Mr. Roseson. The tugboats always furnish subsistence to their 
crew, do they not? 

Mr. McCart. They furnish subsistence, but it is taken out of their 
pay. 

Mr. Rosgson. The tugs do? 

Mr. McCart. Yes. 

Mr. Downs. They charge for it on all of these plants. 

Mr. Roseson. The question | had, just to get back a little bit, was 
whether, in determining what these people would be paid in compensa- 
tion, the factors we consider were not in the problem all of the time, 
and that we might, through not having complete knowledge, create 
another inequity on a comparable basis between this class and another 
group of people. 

Mr. Downs. No. I think this might help clarify the matter. All 
of the employees in a district are paid the same basic rate of pay; yet 
some of them work on the land. 

Mr. Roseson. In other words, the occupation determines the pay? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Roseson. I mean, the location has nothing to do with the pay? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

They are now on floating plants and they have to pay—that is, 
they have to maintain two places of residence. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Gubser? 

Mr. Gusser. Does that mean that if you have a machinist running 
a lathe on one of these floating plants—and I assume they have lathes 
on them—and that he receives X amount of dollars, and would pay 
for his subsistence? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. And the machinest operating the same lathe on a 
land operation, and not on a floating operation, will receive X amount 
of dollars? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Gusserr. And is not required to pay for subsistence? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Gusser. In other words, it is not furnished him? 

Mr. Downs. No. 

Mr. Rosrson. That is the point I had in mind, if the gentleman 
will yield. 

Mr. Gusser. Yes. 

Mr. Roseson. We might be giving a bonus in the form of subsis- 
tence to the man who was on the floating equipment above the pay 
that the other man receives on shore, and maybe the employment on 
the floating equipment is the same as being ashore anyhow, as far 
as his having to remain on it is concerned; it is just a question of his 
eating there instead of at home. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Downs, in the areas where these floating dredges 
operate, there are commercial operations? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. And in arriving at the salaries for the area, you give 
consideration to the salaries of commercial operators who are employed 
by commercial operators? 
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Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Are the salaries comparable in this area? For instance, 
we will say in the dredging operations on the Sacramento River, the 
salaries being paid would be comparable to the ones that are being 
paid in the—to the emplovees working on commercial dredges? 

Mr. Downs. We would think they would be comparable, other than 
they usually furnish their employees food. 

Mr. Moss. That is my understanding, that the commercial opera- 
tors do provide this subsistence to their employees, do they not? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And, therefore, the salary has not been increased to 
reflect the cost of subsistence? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And to that extent, the salary is not completely com- 
petitive with commercial operators? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. To their employees? 

Mr. Downs. And we are trying to meet that by this proposal. 

Mr. Moss. This would bring about the equality? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Fasceiu. Is the wage board prevented by law from taking 
this into account? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Fascexiu. And that is the purpose of this legislation? 

Mr. Moss. That is correct. 

Mr. Downs. No, they are not; they are not forbidden by law——— 

Mr. Fascety. In other words, the wage board could take into 
account the fact that commercial operators in private enterprise 
furnish subsistence, and Government operators are not given sub- 
sistence; therefore the wage board would be justified in raising the 
salary of Government workers in order to bring them in line with 
private industry? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Fascexiu. Under present law? 

Mr. Downs. I believe they could. The objection there would be 
the almost impossibility of doing that. Now, the Bureau of the 
Budget has required us now to collect the actual amount of the cost, 
not only of buying the raw subsistence, but of preparing and serving 


it 
@ \ir. Gupser. Why would not the wages be increased to take care 
of that? 

Mr. Moss. If the wages were increased to take care of that, it 
would create so many different wage scales 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

\fr. Moss. That it would be difficult to administer. 

Mr. Downs. That is correct; you would have to set up different 
wage scales. 

Mir. Gupser. At the same time—and I am just trying to ascertain 
the facts—you feel it would create something that is a little bit costly 
to administer, but you still furnish the meals and subsistence? 

Mr. Downs. As a matter of fact, the Government would pay for 
subsistence and quarters under either system, However, it would be 
much simpler, and I believe more economical, for the Government to 


furnish these services free. 
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Mr. Gusser. The reservation that I have is that these men might 
well be in a travel status; the reservation | have is that by this legis- 
lation, we could well be establishing that these men are in a travel 
status while they are performing their duties, which duties are reason- 
ably fixed at one point. I do not know whether that is a good prece- 
dent to establish or not, because a man who is living on a tugboat for 
6 months while dredging a certain portion of the river, whether it be a 
dredgeboat, a barge, or whatever you call them, nevertheless the man 
who lives there for 6 months gets—and in my book is a permanent 
resident in that position, and has no right to be considered in a travel 
status. If this is passed, it would put him in a travel status? 

Mr. McCart. Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that in order for 
the committee to reach that point, you would have to amend other 
laws, because the laws that cover travel allowance for Federal em- 
ployees generally are quite different from this restrictive legislation 
under the appropriation act. So that it would seem to me if the 
committee in taking action on this bill would not be establishing any 
precedent concerning the status of these particular employees, be- 
cause this is a different type of legislation altogether. 

Mr. Moss. It would not be establishing a precedent in view of the 
fact that in some of the dredging operations, | notice in your letter of 
transmittal, the dredging operators—these employees of the Corps of 
engineers are already compensated for subsistence while they are on 
travel. 

Mr. Downs. That is true. Of course if this bill goes through, then 
they will also be furnished subsistence and it would not be included in 
the rate. 

Mr. Moss. But it would simplify administration? 

Mr. Downs. It certainly would. 

Mr. Moss. The letter of transmittal here from the Secretary of 
the Army indicates that a fairly substantial saving in administrative 
costs would result if the plan is adopted. 

Mr. Roseson. There would be a much more substantial increase in 
the overall cost, would there not? 

Mr. Moss. Not necessarily, if you are compensating—— 

Mr. Roperson. It says $600,000. 

Mr. Moss. Yes; but ultimately they are going to have to go through 
an adjustment of wages by the wage board, rather than through the 
more direct method of compensating for allowance for meals. 

Mr. Roseson. How long has the practice been in effect, Mr. Downs? 

Mr. Downs. Since 1926. 

Mr. Rosprson. That is quite a long time. 

Mr. Downs. Quite a spell. 

Mr. Rosgson. Has there been a request made before? 

Mr. Downs. Yes; periodically, we have requested it. 1 do not 
think it ever got this far, but we have requested it, but it has been 
in effect for a good many years. 

Mr. Roseson. I suppose there is, as a matter of record, the reason 
for its consideration, is there not? You requested it on the same 
grounds previously, did you not? 

Mr. Downs. We have tried in the past to justify this on the cost 
of administration, that it would exceed or equal the amount that we 
have actually collected. 

Mr. Rospgson. But you could not quite do that? 
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Mr. Downs. No; we could not justify it on that alone. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Downs, has not this been brought about as the 
result of the raising of the question of expense by the General Account- 
ing Office? 

Mr. Downs. It has been brought about by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. Moss. Were you at any time furnished subsistence and quarters 
free of charge? 

Mr. Downs. Prior to 1926, we did furnish it. 

Mr. Moss. You have not since then? 

Mr. Downs. We have not. 

Mr. Rospeson. Now, if I may ask another question. 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Rossson. In 1926, what changes were made, if any, in com- 
pensation; what adjustment, to make the change? 

Mr. Downs. In 1926, when the law went into effect, everybody was 
getting subsistence and quarters, and at that time was given a raise 
to take care of the deduction. 

Mr. Moss. And you are faced now with the need, either for this 
legislation, or creating separate schedules of salaries for these 
employees? 

Mr. Downs. Yes; that is in the Bureau of the Budget; we have 
that letter here. 

Mr. Moss. And the costs in all probability will be the same, 
whether the legislation is approved or not? 

Mr. Wry. I believe this will interest you, indicating when this was 
started, when the request was started. 

Mr. Roseson. In 1926, did you give the employees a differential 
in pay over the shore employees, or what was the effect of the adjusted 
compensation? 

Mr. Downs. Only those employees who were getting subsistence 
and quarters at that time got the raise. 

Mr. Rosprson. And that put them with an increment over the 
comparable occupation of other people? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Rosrson. Do they still have that increase? 

Mr. Downs. No; they do not. 

Mr. Roseson. Now, they all have the same? 

Mr. Downs. They all have the same, yes. 

Mr. Rosrson. So that when the others were brought up, these 
were kept where they were? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Roseson. How do you account for that? 

Mr. Downs. One of the main reasons for that is that the Inter- 
coastal Waterway rates had not advanced as fast as the land plant 
pay. Their take-home pay probably was greater than ours, but 
they worked long hours and the—— 

Mr. Rosrson. Do they get paid on an hourly basis? 

Mr. Downs. No, they get paid on a yearly basis. 

Mr. Roseson. The mechanics—— 

Mr. Downs. They work long hours, but they get a good take-home 
pay, which exceeds ours, but inasmuch as we work 40 hours a week, 
only 40 hours a week, it would reduce the rates for subsistence, so you 
cannot use those rates of pay as comparable. 
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Mr. Roseson. Were the hours that they work longer or 
did that work to increase or decrease their pay? 

Mr. Downs. They get the same. 

Mr. Roseson. The same annual pay 
the period? 

Mr. Downs. That is correct. 

Mr. Roxseson. But the annual pay is more than the shore pay? 

Mr. Downs. Yes, it usually is. 

Mr. Rospsson. I thought that this might be a little bit more 
complicated than it appeared to be at the time of its first presentation, 
and I thought that we ought to have all of the facts so that we would 
know what we were doing. 

Mr. Moss. Yes. Any further questions, Mr. Fascell? 

Mr. Fasceuu. No. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Gubser? 

Mr. Gusser. In private dredging operations, what is the predom- 
inant or usual practice of furnishing subsistence in kind, or furnishing 
money in lieu of furnishing subsistence in kind? 

Mr. Downs. They have no overall practice; they could furnish 
money or they could furnish subsistence. 

Mr. Gupser. Have you any idea which is the more common of the 
two practices? 

Mr. Downs. Subsistence in kind. 

Mr. Gusser. In kind? 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. I believe the more common practice in my area is just 
that: we have quite large dredging operations conducted by the Na- 
tomas Mining Co. and there are a number of people employed in the 
Sacramento River area. 

Mr. Downs. There is only a very few of them that furnish it 
by money 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. May I raise this further point? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Gupser. Because I want to get this matter clear, at least in 
my own mind. 


Mr. Moss. Yes. 


Mr. Gusser. Is there in the present law anything which would 
prohibit the wage board from taking subsistence into account in 
setting the overall wages and allow wages—allow subsistence to be 
paid for in money, in cash? 

Mr. Downs. No, there is not. 

Mr. Moss. ‘i think the representative of the GAO will cover that. 

Mr. Downs. I think that is specifically answered in their letter. 

Mr. Gusssr. This letter of April 27, 1954, contains this statement: 


The act of March 5, 1928, and section 1312 of the Supplemental Appropriation 
Act 1954, contemplates that the reasonable value of these items will be deducted 
from the compensation of employees. As your letter indicates, the amounts 
presently deducted are nominal, and this Bureau has recently received from 
General Accounting Office reports of investigations of three Corps of ng rs 
districts pointing out that such amounts do not cover the reasonable value t 
items furnished. 

While we appreciate that increases in deductions for these items might neces- 
sitate wage adjustments, to maintain comparability with wage practices in the 
maritime industry, the present law offers no alternative. If vou believe that the 
difficulties of compliance are sufficient to warrant a change in the law, it is sug- 
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gested that you submit draft legislation along the lines of statutes now permitting 
some other agencies of the Government to furnish quarters and subsistence to 
employees under certain circumstances as part of their compensation, 

Under existing law, we are unable to agree to any change in the policy indicated 
in the Bureau’s letter of November 19, 1952, to which your letter refers. 


Mr. Moss. We have copies of that letter here and of the other 
correspondence, and without objection, we will include copies of the 
three letters in the record at this point. 

(The communications referred to follow:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 27, 1954. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

Mr Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in reply to your letter of July 23, 1953, 
relating to deductions from compensation for quarters and subsistence furnished 
to Corps of Engineers employees on floating equipment. 

The act of March 5, 1928 (5 U.S. C. 75a), and section 1312 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1954, contemplates that the reasonable value of these items 
will be deducted from the compensation of emplovees. As your letter indicates, 
the amounts presently deducted are nominal, and this Bureau has recently re- 
ceived from the General Accounting Office reports of investigations of three Corps 
of Engineers districts pointing out that such amounts do not cover the reasonable 
value of the items furnished. 

While we appreciate that increases in deductions for these items might necessi- 
tate wage adjustments to maintain comparability with wage practices in the 
maritime industry, the present law offers no alternative. If you believe that the 
difficulties of compliance are sufficient to warrant a change in the law, it is sug- 
gested that you submit draft legislation along the lines of statutes now permitting 
some other agencies of the Government to furnish quarters and subsistence to 
employees under certain circumstances as part of their compensation. 

Under existing law, we are unable to agree to any change in the policy indi- 
cated in the Bureau’s letter of November 19, 1952, to which your letter refers. 

Sincerely vours 
Donatp R. BELcHer. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., November 19, 1952. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Your budget estimates covering the civil functions 
of the Corps of Engineers for the fiscal year 1954 and the information presented 
by your representatives have been given careful analysis. The President has 
approved the inclusion in the budget of the following recommendations for the 
agency's appropriations: 

* * * * * * = 
Working capital fund 

Inasmuch as the cash expected to be available at the time the working capital 
fund is established appears to be adequate for the volume of business contem- 
plated for 1954, only a token appropriation estimate for this fund is proposed, 

The recommendations contemplate that deductions for meals furnished to 
employees shall represent the full cost to the Government for furnishing such 
meals. This includes the cost of raw food and the cost of preparation and serving. 
An appropriate adjustment should be made in the schedules for 1953 and 1954 
to reflect this deduction. 

* * * + * * * 
Sincerely yours, 


F. J. Lawton, Director. 


Mr. Moss. Are there any further questions of Mr. McCart by 
members of the committee? 

If not, we thank you. 

Mr. Steward, may we have a statement from you? 
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STATEMENT OF LUTHER STEWARD, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Stewarp. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, 
H. R. 4936, the bill now under consideration by the subcommittee, 
deals with a comparatively small group of employees, the nature of 
whose assignment is dictated by the program of the agency where 
they are employed, and their location is determined by the necessity 
of the program, and the convenience of the employer. 

Other agencies of the Federal Government, who have employees in 
somewhat like situations are permitted, under existing law, to pro- 
vide subsistence and quarters, either or both, as the conditions may 
require, without charge to the employees. They are: Transportation 
of the Department of the Army, Department of Interior, Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, Panama Canal Zone. 

The employees concerned have their compensation fixed by wage 
board on the basis of comparability of pay of employees within the 
wage area. While it is not a matter of legal requirement that the 
cost of subsistence and quarters may not be taken into consideration 
in fixing the compensation of these employees, to do so would ma- 
terially add to the complications of administration in that it might 
be, and probably would be, necessary to set up different wage rates 
for every individual dredging operation, on account of the temporary 
location. 

It seems to us that the provisions of H. R. 4936 permit the Corps 
of Engineers of the Department of the Army to place this limited 
number of employees, estimated at somewhere around 2,500, on t! 
same conditions as are similar employees in other Federal agencies. 

And, there is ample provision in the bill to prevent any abuse or to 
establish any favorable differential in favor of these employees to 
which they are not entitled. 

So we feel it is a very necessary piece of legislation from the stand- 
point of practical administration, and that it will remove an existing 
penalization of this small group of employees, which not only should 
not exist, but does not exist, with reference to employees of the 
Federal Government in other agencies in similar cases. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Gubser? 

Mr. Gusser. No questions. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Robeson? 

Mr. Roserson. No questions. 

Mr. Moss. If there are no questions, we thank you very much, 
Mr. Steward. 

Mr. Stewarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINY, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Moss. Our next witness is Mr. John H. Martiny, of the 
General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Martiny. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
have with me Mr. George LaJoie, who is an auditor and who has gone 
into several of these problems, 
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Mr. Chairman, we are glad to be here this morning and we hope we 
can furnish some information on this very complicated subject. 

I have a rather long prepared statement, because I believe that the 
facts justify it, and with your permission, I would like to read this 
material into the record. 

H. R. 4936 would authorize the furnishing of subsistence and quar- 
ters on vessels without charge to employees of the Corps of Engineers 
engaged on floating plant operations, notwithstanding the provisions 
of section 3 of the act of March 5, 1928 (5 U.S. C. 75 a). 

Under section 3 of the 1928 act, Sposadiasdiae aiabidemente are 
authorized to furnish quarters and subsistence to civilian officers and 
employees, provided the reasonable value of such allowances are 
considered as a part of the employee’s compensation in fixing his rate 
of salary. And I think, to answer your question further, not only 
may they include the cost of this subsistence in their wage rates, but 
this statute requires them to consider the cost of subsistence and 
allowances in fixing the wage rates. 

In order to comply with the wording of the statute, the allowances 
are required to be considered as a part of compensation. 

This method of considering the allowances as a part of the com- 
pensation also is required by ‘the act of June 20, 1874, 5 U.S.C. 71, 
which prohibits employees from receiving any Someta or per- 
quisites beyond his compensation, such as by distortion of rent 
schedules. Thus, whenever allowances are furnished, it is the re- 
quired practice, except when otherwisé authorized by law, to deduct 
the reasonable value of the allowances from an employee’s compensa- 
tion. I would like to add, that this statute requires all of this allow- 
ance to be fixed in the compensation, so that all of these b2nefits— 
all of the compensation benefits—are charged to the appropriation 
for compensation, as distinguished from the appropriation for mis- 
cellaneous expenses. In the case of employees whose rates of com- 
pensation are fixed through administrative action in accordance with 
prevailing private practices—such as these floating plant operations 
employees—it is permissible to include the value of the allowances 
in the established rate when allowances are furnished and the required 
deductions are taken. In other words, in establishing the rates of 
compensation of these employees, an amount can be included to 
cover the allowances furnished, as long as the actual rate paid con- 
forms to the rates paid in private industry. However, it is stated that 
this practice does not conform to the prevailing practice in the 
maritime construction industry. 

Mr. Moss. At that point, would you say that it is permissive? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. It is not mandatory in section 3, the way you refer to it? 

Mr. Marrtiny. It is mandatory. I probably misused the word 

“permissible”; I should have said that it is required that considera- 
tion be given to the allowances that are furnished in establishing the 
rates of compensation. That is required by section 3 of the 1928 act. 

Mr. Moss. Then you want to correct the testimony at that point? 

Mr. Martriny. I believe I should, if I might just take a moment. 

(Off-the-record discussion.) 

Mr. Martiny. In the case of the wage board employees, it could 
be just a little different. They could fix the rate of compensation 
within the discretion of the administrative officer, so that it would 
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comply with the prevailing rates in private industry. Now, if it were 
not the practice in private industry to include the cost of subsistence 
in the rates of compensation, then the administrative officer would 
not be required to include such cost. So 1 would not like to use the 
word of direction. 

Mr. Moss. The condition here, is it not being ircluded in the 
compersation base? 

Mr. Martiny,. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. In the scale of compensation, but that it is the practice 
in private industry to include it? So are we faced there with some- 
thing that is permissible or is it mandatory? 

Mr. Martiny. I do not think that is exactly true from our under- 
standing of the facts. It is our understanding that in private indus- 
try, it is more nearly comparable to the maritime industry itself. The 
practice there is to establish the rate of compensation for these em- 
ployees and furnish subsistence without cost in addition to that rate. 

Now, it is my understanding that they would like to adopt the 
industry practice for these employees whereas the law requires that the 
compensation include an amount for subsistence and quarters. 

Mr. Moss. In referring to the maritime industry, are you referring 
to the Army Transportation Corps as a comparable group of employ- 
ees, or are you considering the employees of the commercial dredging 
operator? 

Mr. Marrtiny. I believe that is where the technicality was brought 
out. It is my information that the maritime industry would include 
the Transportation Corps employees and other employees on the 
vessel. 

Mr. Moss. That is indicated in the letter of transmittal. 

Mr. Marrtiny. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. That it does include them? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right, but I was also informed that this 
particular type of employee possibly would not have been classified as 
employees in the maritime industry. That is a technical question 
with which I am not familiar. 

But they do want to adopt the practice that prevails in the maritime 
industry; at least, they would like to adopt that practice in the case 
of these employees. 

Mr. Downs. Yes. 

Mr. Roxpeson. Might I interrupt for a question? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Ropeson. Then it is the responsibility of the Wage Board to 
make the determinations in accordance with the law? 

Mr. Marriny. Yes. 

Mr. Rospeson. And it is reasonable to assume that that is what 
they do? 

Mr. Martiny. It is reasonable to assume, yes, but I would like to 
have you hear the rest of the statement first. 

Mr. Rosrson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Martiny. Before we complete consideration of that point. 

We are told that it is the practice of the industry to fix the wages 
of employees on floating plants at a cash rate and to furnish neces- 
sary subsistence and quarters without deductions from the estab- 
lished rate. We understand that this practice may be followed in 
the case of certain vessel employees of the Government pursuant to 
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section 606 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945 as amended, 
which permits the wage practices of the maritime industry to be 
followed in compensating certain vessel employees. 

Now, these employees on the floating plants are not included in these 
statutes, and while I am not very well advised on that subject, it is 
my understanding that it is not practical to include this particular type 
of employees within that section. Why, I donot know. We accepted 
that information without any facts. 

Mr. Fascexiu. Just from a technical point, I would imagine that the 
different job classifications would not properly allow them to be 
included in that group? 

Mr. Martiny. This particular statute means certain employees. 
Whether the names of these employees as floating-plant employees of 
the Engineering Corps properly could be identified in that section, I 
do not know: that is a point I am not familiar with. Maybe someone 
here could supply that information, but we do not have those facts. 

We have no objection to offer should the Congress deem it advisable 
to permit the extension of such maritime wage practice to these 
floating plant operations employees. 

However, under existing law, it is our duty in the General Account- 
ing Office, to examine the reasonableness of the value of the allowances 
furnished by the Government. We have attempted to perform this 
duty realistically as applied to the Corps of Engineers, as well as 
applied to the Government generally when Government quarters are 
furnished. 

The General Accounting Office has made a nationwide survey of 
rental rates in effect for rental housing facilities supplied by the 
Government to its civilian employees under the 1928 act. Seven 
reports on this survey have been furnished to the House Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee. The survey included Public Health 
Service, the Army, the Air Force, the Navy, including the Marines, 
Veterans’ Administration, Bureau-of Prisons, and Forest Service. 

The rates determined as a result of this study beginning in 1951 have 
been compared with rates currently in effect in the various depart- 
ments. Almost without exception, the rental rates charged Govern- 
ment employees are below comparable commercial rates. 

Mr. Moss. At that point, in this instance, we are discussing a charge 
for sleeping space; are we not? 

Mr. Martiny. Quarters. 

Mr. Moss. Quarters of a rather restricted type, quarters on a 
dredge. 

Mr. Marrtiny. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Which would not be comparable to the usual housing 
that is furnished. 

Mr. Marrtiny. That is correct, but I was going to bring out the 
point that this particular operation was not included in that survey, 
but we have different reports on this operation. 

Mr. Fasce.y. Based on that statement then, what you mean is 
that you have required them to increase the amount of deduction for 
rental? 

Mr. Martiny. We have not required them to do it 

Mr. Fascreityi. You feel you would have to require them to do it 
under the law? 
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Mr. Martiny. That is right. The Bureau of the Budget has the 
responsibility for supervising that program, but what we have at- 
tempted to do is to go out and acquire the facts to show that they are 
not following the law in this particular field. 

Now, the reason I bring in housing here is that it is under the same 
act. That particular phase of the program is more or less monitored 
by the Bureau of the Budget. When we get all through with this 
program, we already have furnished these reports to the Bureau of 
the Budget as well as to this committee, and the survey that was 
made in connection with the compensation of employees follows 
right along in the same programs, you might say, although I do not 
know whether it is performed by this or some other branch. This 
survey did not include the quarters on floating plants in the Corps 
of Engineers. However, as a result of our audit of the various district 
offices of the Corps of Engineers for the fiscal year 1954, our auditors 
found that deductions for subsistence or meals from compensation of 
employees aboard floating plants of the Corps of Engineers are 
insufficient to recover value of subsistence and quarters as contem- 
plated by the 1928 act. 

The basis for deductions made from employees of floating equip- 
ment is the Corps of Engineers Orders and Regulations, paragraph 
8215.03b which states in part, “the reasonable value of subsistence 
furnished civilian employees who are engaged on work of a temporary 
or seasonal nature is $300 per annum computed on an actual duty 
basis.” 

So far as we can ascertain the $300 per annum rate was established 
in the late twenties. On the basis of a 360-day year, the daily charge 
is roughly 28 cents per meal, including quarters. 

If the rate was considered reasonable in the 1920’s, it is apparent 
that the same rate cannot be considered adequate today. 

Mr. Fascretu. Excuse me, before you get away from that point: 
If the law is as you stated, then the regulation quoted is completely 
inapplicable, because it contemplates a flat rate. There is no provi- 
sion made for fluctuation in values for furnishing meals or quarters. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. The rate of compensation could be so estab- 
lished, and I am talking generally now, so as to include the reasonable 
value. It does not say actual value; it says reasonable value of fur- 
a these quarters and subsistence. 

I do not think anybody contends that they actually had to deduct 
from every weekly payroll the actual cost of the quarters and sub- 
sistence. We do not make that recommendation, and I do not believe 
anybody would, under the law itself. It merely states the reasonable 

value of furnishing these services. 

I believe, as is done in some of the cases, that they could estimate 

but they do have a definite formula. For example, under the 
Bureau of the Budget circular, there are certain standards from which 
can be evaluated reasonable values of quarters that are furnished. 

Mr. Fasceiyi. Thank you. 

Mr. Martiny. Statistics compiled from the records of the Corps of 
<ngineers at the Omaha district for the fiscal year 1954 covering 2 
towboats and a dredge show that actual cost of furnishing subsistence 
is at least $1.47 per meal. We computed the cost as including salaries 
of cooks and waiters, direct food costs, freight and transportation on 
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food, and miscellaneous galley supplies but included nothing for 
depreciation and maintenance. 

That figure is to be compared with the actual deduction being 
made of 28 cents per meal, and no additional deduction is made for 
quarters. 

The records in the New York district offices of the Corps of Engi- 
neers show that in the major messing facility for the period July 1, 

1953, to May 20, 1954, the actual cost of the raw food was 50 cents 
per meal and the so-called reasonable value deducted from the em- 
ployees compensation was 28 cents per meal. Similar conditions 
prevail in the Philadelphia district. 

Mr. Fascexu. In order for me to understand the statement, [ 
would like to know what you mean by actual cost. 

Mr. Martiny. The actual costs are taking into consideration the 
elements that I mentioned in the prior paragraph. 

Mr. Fascreitu. Thank you. 

Mr. Martiny. The auditors comments have not been completely 
evaluated by our Washington staff; also, while our auditors have 
discussed this matter with the Corps of Engineers, the engineers 
have not yet had an opportunity to furnish us their official comments. 
Since the employees aboard the floating plants benefit at least to 
the extent of the raw food costs, in the event this legislation is not 
enacted, we plan to recommend to the Corps of Engineers that a 
reasonable value be fixed for these services so as to comply with what 
we believe to be the intent of the law. 

Of course we are furnishing these reports to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

As indicated above, we have no objection to the enactment of this 
legislation, extending the benefits of this bill to employees of the Corps 
of Engineers engaged in floating plant operations. But under the 
present law, it is our responsibility to attempt to see that they do 
establish a reasonable value for the services that are furnished by the 
Government. 

Mr. Moss. Do you feel that the passage of this bill will establish 
any far-reaching precedent or that it would just be primarily applic- 
able to this particular group that is faced with this problem, and that 
it would not have any widespread effect as a precedent? 

Mr. Martiny. The enactment of this bill would not establish any 
precedent. In fact, I believe that it will follow a precedent. Under 
section 606 of the Federal Employees Pay Act, there is a group of em- 
ployees, comparable employees, who now are entitled to similar 
benefits. Those employees are vessel employees of the Department 
of the Interior, the Panama Canal Company, the Transportation Corps 
of the Army of the United States, and the Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

There is another law, 16 United States Code 754, that permits the 
vessel ree of the Department of the Interior to be given the 
same benefit, so that this law will more or less follow the established 
precedent for this class of employees, also. 

Mr. Moss. Are there anv questions? 

Mr. Fascetu. If subsistence can be taken into account under the 
present arrangement by increasing salaries and deducting, in com- 
pliance with the law of reasonable value of them, what is the adminis- 
trative problem, of administration, that makes it advisable not to 
follow that course of action? 
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Mr. Martiny. The only problem that I know of is the fact, as 
brought to our attention, that it is not practical to do it that way. 
First, in the maritime industry, the maritime construction industry, 
where there is possibly a comparable industry of this nature that are 
covered in the floating plant operations, they tell us that it is not the 
practice to do it that way, and the employees object individually in 
having their rates of compensation established at a rate which would 
permit a subsequent deduction for the cost of furnishing subsistence 
and quarters. 

Mr. Fascetu. Let me put the question another way: How would 
you rewrite regulation 8215.03b which deals with that particular 
point? 

Mr. Martiny. We believe that it should be rewritten to include 
the figures that would show a reasonable value for the furnishing of 
these services, but in addition to that, the. administrative officers 
possibly would have to adjust the rates of compensation under the 
Wage Board system to include any increase for the reasonable value. 

Mr. Fascetu. Excuse me, but what would determine what is 
reasonable; is the GAO system reasonable? 

Mr. Martiny. No, the GAO has no system. 

Mr. Moss. There is a formula established by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. Martiny. The Bureau of the Budget does have a formula, or 
they have norms that they have set out, in a Bureau of the Budget 
Circular A—45, for the costs that should be included in these houses. 

I do not know of a comparable circular that applies in the case of 
furnishing subsistence. 

Mr. Fascetu. My other point is with respect to the establishment 
of these norms: from the accounting standpoint, would you say that 
the application of these norms would be reasonable to draft for em- 
ployees where there are 100 involved in one instance and 25 in another, 
and on the first dredge, the dredge is 500 miles from the source of sup- 
ply and the other is 20 miles from the source of food? 

Mr. Martiny. Leaving aside the question of food, I think the 
Bureau of the Budget circular, as applied to housing, has sufficient— 
well, what shall I say, flexibility in its provisions, so that they can 
take into consideration almost any situation that must come up. 
For example, if a man is required, for the needs of his position, to 
occuppy a house on a post, like the Superintendent at the St. Eliza- 
beths Hospital, and that particular house might be one that had 16 
rooms, as | believe is the case out there, but ordinarily the man might— 
would be satisfied to occupy a four-room house— 

Mr. Fascexu. You say that it is a house? 

Mr. Martiny. Well, it is more than a house. 

Mr. Moss. Do you not think there is a little difference in the prob- 
lem, in that the purpose of having the housing is to provide workers on 
the job and probably also to provide housing for the family of the 
worker. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. So it is an added expense, where there are a lot of 
employees and where they supply houses to house the man od his 
family; there certainly is a little difference. Would this result in the 
adoption of a multiple-wage scale, if it were computed by the wage 
board as compensation for the cost a meals and lodging and would 
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there be any saving to the Government if we adopted one system 
over the other? 

Mr. Martiny. It would result in multiple-wage scales, and, 
frankly, we do not see how there would be any saving because on the 
one hand the Government is authorized to furnish this service to 
employees whether they increase the rates of compensation, include 
it, and then deduct it for meals; or merely, whether the meals are 
furnished at cost by the Army engineers. 

Mr. Moss. But the administrative costs might be considerable. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. And might be more than the Wage Board system— 
whether there is direct allowance for quarters or not. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right, and that is the basic reason, of course, 
why we do not object to the passage of this legislation. 

Mr. Moss. Any further questions? 

Mr. Rosgson. I would like to inquire just a little further. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, Mr. Robeson. 

Mr. Rorgson. Are the facilities available presently or would this 
lead to the furnishing of more and better facilities? 

Mr. Martiny. It should not lead to furnishing any more facilities. 
These facilities, I understand, are presently available, not only on the 
floating plant operation but in all of the other agencies of the Govern- 
ment, where the housing—of course that is not “this program—but as 
has been indicated, has been going on since 1926. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Gubser? 

Mr. Gusser. To get a skeleton analysis of this bill, it says simply 
that notwithstanding the provisions of section 3 of the act of 1928, 
the Army may furnish subsistence without charge. That is a simplified 
version of what the bill says. 

Does that relieve you from complying with the provisions of section 
3 of the 1928 act which says that a reasonable value of such allowances 
of cost are considered a part of the emplovee’s compensation in fixing 
the rates of compensation? Does that overlook the proviso in section 3 
of this bill? 

Mr. Martiny. No. This proviso is in section 3 and by stating that 
notwithstanding the provision, it would in effect furnish an exception 
to the operation of that provision. 

Mr. Gusser. But insofar as the emplovees are concerned, it would 
relieve them from having to comply with that provision of section 3? 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Gusser. In effect, the different subsistence payments would 
not be dropped out? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. Is it true that the wage board is required by law to 
set these wages in a manner which would make the pay for a certain 
job be equal to the pay for the same job in private industry? 

Mr. Marriny. It is the present practice of the wage board to fix 
their wages in accordance with the rates in the private industry in 
that locality. 

Mr. Gusser. Now, in prevailing industry, where it—where the 
pay is given for subsiste nee in kind, or they ‘pay for it—at any rate, 
it is a part of the person’s wage in private industry, because I know 
that I am re quire <1 to pay compensation insurance under the law of 
the State of California, and one must enter the housing and any form 
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of subsistence as wages paid; at least, when I fill out my compensation 
insurance form each year, when I furnish housing to employees, 
I must report that as wages and pay compensation insurance premiums 
on that amount, so that, in effect, you are causing the wage board to 
have to ignore the subsistence as a part of the payment in setting the 
salaries; you are putting them above private industry. 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. Martiny. That is required by section 3 of the 1928 act. 

Mr. Moss. But is not the condition different, however? The wage 
board has to do both, in establishing the prevailing rates to take into 
consideration the cost of the lodging and subsistence and add it to 
the compensation to arrive at a rate; the ‘y are going to have to do it 
to provide the employees with the same fringe benefits and to set. the 
rate, the actual hourly rate, that does not reflect the housing, and 
apparently in this instance the engineers have not established their 
rates to reflect the cost of housing or quarters. 

Mr. Martriny. I would like to go back over your statement a 
little bit. I think I might be caught in some contradiction. Because 
of the decision of the ¢ ‘omptroller General, we have held that section 
3 of the 1928 act in effect did not authorize the wage board to fix a 
man’s rate of compensation exclusive of the benefits of subsistence 
and allowance. In other words, section 3 says that they shall take 
these allowances into consideration in determining the rates of com- 
pensation, so that you really have contradictions there. 

Mr. Moss. But actually it appears that has not been done, because 
they are paying the same hourly rates for machinists on land opera- 
tions that the engineers are paying to one on the dredge. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. And they have not taken into consideration, because 
the man on the dredge, if he is required to pay for his meals and 
lodging while on the dredge, actually is getting less compensation. 

Mr. Martiny. That is true, in effect; they have not followed the 
practice that is required, which we believe is required by section 3 of 
the 1928 act; when they have followed it, they have only followed it 
nominally in the sum of 28 cents per meal. 

Mr. Rosrson. May I suggest that the job requirement may not be 
the same, and the service requirement not the same? 

Mr. Marviny. That may be. I am not familiar with that phase 
of it. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Downs, is it admitted that the job requirements 
are not the same? 

Mr. Downs. No. 

Mr. Moss. I did not so understand it. 

Mr. Roserson. They are similar requirements and the qualifications 
of the man may be the same, but there might be a slight difference in 
the work that he is required to perform. 

Mr. Downs. Which individual are you talking about now? 

Mr. Rorgson. Some of these individuals on the dredge. 

Mr. Moss. Where? 

Mr. Rosrson. Those who are working on the dredge, where the 
requirements are the same. 

Mr. Downs. We grade the job, under WB-15, wage board 15, the 
machinist, whether he works in the shop or on the vessel, has the 
same requirement. 











22 SUBSISTENCE AND QUARTERS ON FLOATING PLANT OPERATIONS 


Mr. Moss. The basic requirements are the same? 

Mr. Roseson. My point is, let us talk about that a minute—you 
grade a man according to his skill and his skill for the work, and not 
what he is assigned to do? 

Mr. Moss. No; we grade him for the job; we are talking about the 
job now. 

Mr. Roseson. About the job. 

Mr. Downs. A certain job is worth so much money, and the wages 
for the job would be worth exactly the same, whether he is in the shop 
or whether on a vessel ashore, and we will pay him the same rate of 
pay. 

Mr. Moss. And is that your practice? 

Mr. Downs. That is what we are doing now. 

Mr. Moss. Under that practice, you would not get that result. 

Mr. Roseson. I am familiar with the machinist who has a job 
usually in a shop. If he has a job installing a piece of machinery, 
that is one thing; if he has a job doing some type of employment, that 
is another thing. But if the mac hinist is assigned to a vessel, he might 
do something, when something is to be done, work for a shop man. 
But you may have men who are operating floating equipment who 
spend their whole time operating it. 

Mr. Downs. Only those people who are on such equipment. 

Mr. Rospeson. But you have many occupations involved in this, 
do you not? 

Mr. Downs. Yes; but we are taking just one job as an illustration. 

Mr. Ropeson. Very well. 

Mr. Gusser. I want to go back to this other point. I want to say 
that I am in favor of legislation which will bring these men up to the 
standard of private industry but I have serious doubts that this bill 
will do that. And I want to go over my point again. If you accept 
from the proviso of section 3 of the 1928 act that their subsistence 
shall be considered as a part of wages, are you not, in effect, saying 
that subsistence shall be in addition to the reasonable wage, as deter- 
mined by the Wage Board? 

Mr. Marriny. Yes, I believe you are. 

Mr. Gussrer. May I go right on. Then the reasonable wages, 
determined by the Wage Board, will be the wages in private industry? 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Gusser. I want them to get exactly what they get in private 
industry, but under this bill they would be getting more. I would 
like you to explain if I am correct, and explode my theory if I am 
incorrect, because if you can, I will go along with you. 

Mr. Martiny. Let us state what the theoretical wage is. Theoret- 
ically the Wage Board is to pay the man the rate of compensation 
thet is paid in private industry. 

Mr. Gusser. Yes. 

Mr. Martiny. Now, we are going to say in this bill that in addition 
to that rate, they may be furnished subsistence and quarters without 
regard to section 3; that overcomes that statute. Then once we 
exempt them from section 3 of the 1928 statute their rate of compen- 
sation can be established at a rate that is equivalent to rates paid in 
private industry. It is my understanding that the rate paid in private 
industry will compensate the men for his work. 


Mr. Moss. And must be. 
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Mr. Martiny. And in addition to that, they furnish him subsistence. 

Mr. Moss. I mean, this is something that comes into the picture 
because you will use a wage reflecting the subsistence as a basis for 
fixing compensation, and you would have to reduce that wage by the 
value of the subsistence in order to arrive at the compensation rate. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes; that is true, but it is my understanding that 
in comparable private industry, subsistence and quarters are not 
included in the rates of compensation. 

Mr. Moss. I think that is generally true in my area. 

Mr. Rossson. You do not contemplate that wages are going to be 
reduced? 

Mr. Moss. They could not be in the current situation on the basis 
that they reflect the value of food and lodging; also there could not be 
a reduction if they are granted food and lodging. 

Mr. Roseson. I thought you said the wage board had to if they 
do not furnish subsistence. 

Mr. Martiny. They should but I believe, under the present 
practice, that they have not included the reasonable value in the 
evaluation of the present wages for the furnishing of subsistence and 
quarters. 

Mr. Roseson. They have to include it with the cost that you 
have been talking about. 

Mr. Martiny. The 28 cents. 

Mr. Moss. In the Wage Board determination apparently they have 
not done that. 

Mr. Martiny. I think that is true. 

Mr. Moss. The answer to that is that they have not done it; 
they may be required to, but it has not been done. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right; I will accept that. The explanation 
that has been made to us is that the rates of emplovees on the land 
are exactly the same as for the employees on the floating operations. 
If that is true, then I think we can safely assume that they have 
not included any elements of the cost of furnishing the subsistence 
and quarters. In that event, the rate of the employees would not 
be reduced, but it would remain the same, and it would be with the 
subsistence and quarters in addition. 

Mr. Moss. And actually then, and only then, would they be 
complying with the proper Wage Board practice? 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And that would be on the basis of the letter of trans- 
mittal of the Secretary of the Army stating the facts, as stated to 
them in that letter. 

Mr. Marriny. That is right, plus the evaluation of some of the 
records that we have evaluated over this period since 1951. 

Mr. Roserson. So then vou are in favor, and are recommending 
the passage of this legislation; is that right? 

Mr. Marriny. Yes; we believe that this bill will correct an inequity 
that exists as to these particular employees. But in our work, our 
survey, we have felt that we were obligated to set forth these facts 
as they pertain to the present law. 

Mr. Roseson. Has any agency supported legislation previously of 
the same kind? 

Mr. Martiny. Not to my knowledge. I believe this is the first 
time that legislation has gotten to this stage, where we had actually 
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taken a position. I believe that the letter will show that in introduc- 
ing the bill we more or less have urged the agency to try to rectify 
this situation before we had to take some form of corrective action. 
] do not think there is anything we could do except to call attention 
to this as an overpayment. 

Mr. Moss. The current practice is an exception; you would have 
an underpayment rate rather than an overpayment rate, through 
compliance with the Wage Board practice, where the salaries reflect 
the cost of lodging and meals: you would have to accept that, would 
you not, in establishing different rates s; you might have an exception 
in evaluating what the man gets in the way of an overpayment. 

Mr. Martiny. Of course, that would—that does not enter into it, 
but generally we would never make a survey to determine whether the 
rate of compensation was under or over. We accept the determination 
of the Department and starting with that as a norm, we would get into 
the elements on subsistence and quarters, considering our responsibility 
under the law. 

Mr. Moss. Are the engineers comprehensively audited by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office? 

Mr. Martiny. They are. 

Mr. Moss. So you have gone into this and you ordinarily would 
take into consideration what we have in the letter from the Sec retary. 

Mr. Marriny. In fact, our statement in this report has other find- 
ings of the auditor. The report is made by the auditor in the field 
under this comprehensive audit in the district office, covering com- 
pensation. These reports will be formally submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget and will be furnished to the committee. 

Mr. Moss. Just one other question on my part: We are to assume 
from your testimony that if we adopt this bill, rather than having an 
involved adjustment of Wage Board schedules, including other 
administrative costs, overhead, and so forth, it would probably be less 
of a problem to accept this alternative proposal than to take a multiple 
wage scale or some evaluation of the reasonable costs from the agency 
as to the cost of meals and quarters. 

Mr. Marriny. If we actually went into a program of making up a 
cost estimate and a true evaluation of wages that should be paid and 
the deductions that should have to be made, I think the overall cost 
would be more than if you followed this program of forgetting com- 
pletely about costs of subsistence and quarters and just paid the 
wages at the prevailing rate. 

Mr. Moss. And here again you say we are following a precedent 
that seems to prevail rather than ests ablishing one? 

a Martiny. That is correct. 

ROBESON. Mi ay | ask how many employees are involved in this? 

Mr Martiny. 2,500. Our records show approximately 2,500 on 
the floating plant operations, and another groups of some 475——— 

Mr. Moss. Those are in the open dredge operations? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. I want to get this point clear for my own benefit, 
at least— 

Mr. Martiny. May I add that the cost of the compensation might 
result in transferring the obligation from the appropria tion for com- 
pensation to the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses? I mean, 
the total appropriation for compensation will be less, as a result of 
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this bill; the cost of furnishing subsistence and quarters will be the 
same. It will result in reducing 

Mr. Fascety,. The amount for compensation. 

Mr. Marriny. The amount appropriated for compensation. 

Mr. Moss. And increase the amount necessary to be appropriated 
for services? 

Mr. Martiny. Probably not; those are already furnished. 

Mr. Moss. They are already furnished? 

Mr. Martiny. This would not necessarily increase that. 

Mr. Moss. Are any of these last payments ever reimbursed? 

Mr. Marrtiny. I do not believe so—with 1 or 2 exceptions. 
There are some cases where we have had discussions with some of the 
departments as to what is done under one of the statutes, where it 
went back to the appropriation, in one isolated case. 

Mr. Fasce tt. In this case, it is not a revolving fund; it goes back 
to the Treasury? 

Mr. Martiny. It goes back to miscellaneous receipts, which is, 
in effect, the general revenue. 

Mr. Fasceu. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Any further questions? 

Mr. Roseson. But it will benefit the employees to the extent that 
the change has been made? 

Mr. Martiny. To the total of 83 cents per day, approximately 
$300 a year. 

Mr. Roseson. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. But in so doing, it will merely do what the wage board 
would have to do. 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Gusser. Am I correct in this statement, that it is the common 
practice of the commercial maritime industry, insofar as floating 
operations ae concerned, that the reasonable value of subsistence 
allowance is not considered a part of the employee’s compensation? 

Mr. Martiny. It is my understanding that that is the practice in 
the maritime industry, but they tell me that there is no comparable 
industry to the floating plant operations—there is no comparable 
case. 

Mr. Moss. The operations in the Sacramento River is comparable 
to commercial operation, is it not? 

Mr. Martiny. They tell me that there is no uniform practice, and 
no comparable industry. They can take some floating mac hinery, 
equipment. But that is the practice in the maritime industry, and 
the maritime construction industry, to pay men rates of compensation 
and to furnish, in addition, the subsistence. 

Mr. Gusser. Would the bill conform to that? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Gusser. My objection to the bill is hereby dissolved. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you. 

Mr. Fascexy. I am not yet clear in the understanding that there 
is anything in the law that prohibits rates of compensation and sub- 
sistence and quarters above these, and still come within the provisions 
of section 3. 

Mr. Martiny. There is no prohibition in rates today. This is 
permissible; that is, for the wage board to establish a rate of com- 
pensation high enough to include subsistence and quarters. But 
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they may not establish a rate of compensation in addition to that and 
pay them an additional amount for the cost of subsistence. That is 
prohibited by the act I referred to of June 20, 1887 

Mr. Fascety. Let me see if I understand you correctly: Let us 
assume for the purpose of this discussion that $300 is the basic rate 
of pay that is received in private industry and in Government. 

Mr. Martriny. Yes. 

Mr. Fasce.tu. And over and above that, you allow a man $100 a 
month for quarters and food. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Fasceii. That would give him a total compensation, within 
the provisions of section 3, of $400 a month, and the man in private 
industry, $300. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Fascetu. No prohibition against that? 

Mr. Martiny. No; not as long as you refer to that as total 
compensation. 

Mr. Fasce.ti. Coming to my next question, Mr. Chairman, then 
why have they not been doing that? 

Mr. Moss. Because of the administrative difficulties of operation, 
in having to establish wage schedules, that it is going to involve a 
multiplicity of wage schedules arising from local conditions, and 
locations. 

Mr. Fasceiit. We have been allowing this condition to exist since 
1926, because of the difficulties involved in administration? 

Mr. Moss. Yes; but the problem is here now, | think, rather 
because of the facts that have been developed, one of accountabiliy. 

Mr. Fasce.y. It seems to me we would have had a much easier 
job in passing on this legislation if we had been provided the facts 
by the wage board. rather than that it is merely an administrative 
problem. 

Mr. Martiny. Could I discuss that for just a moment? 

Mr. Fascetu. Certainly. 

Mr. Martiny. I think one of the reasons why this is coming to a 
head right now is because of these overall surveys that we are making 
in the General Accounting Office—and this is the first time that I can 
remember when we have gone into an evaluation of this whole picture 
from the standpoint of the entire Government. 

Mr. Fascett. But somebody has been allowing this particular 
group of employees to be discriminated against. 

Mr. Moss. But it was insignificant because the cost to these em- 
ployees was only 28 cents, and that included quarters? 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct; they have been charging 83 cents 
per day. 

Mr. Roseson. But the compensation he would be paid would be 
$300 more a year? 

Mr. Moss. No. 

Mr. Rossson. If the wage board sets the compensation at $300 
more a year, because he is going to be receiving $300 more 

Mr. Martiny. It is my understanding that they did not, that they: 
did not include the $300 as an addition to the established rate of 
compensation. 

Mr. Roseson. Why has the correction not been made? 
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Mr. Moss. They have tried to get it done, to come in here and get 
the authority to permit the correct payment by the wage board, but 
the board has not acted. 

Mr. Roseson. It has gone along since 1928, has it not? 

Mr. Marriny. This is not a new problem by any means. We 
have had dozens of conferences on this subject, starting in 1949 down 
until after World War II, and on down through this period; prior to 
that time it was not a particular problem. At the termination of 
World War II the request came to the General Accounting Office 
asking us to do certain things in establishing, and including within the 
rates of compensation these elements. We told them they could, 
but later they said from the administrative standpoint, it was im- 
possible; that it would be almost impossible and that they would 
rather comply with the practices in similar private industry of es- 
tablishing rates of compensation and furnishing them subsistence 
without cost. 

Under the statute we told them that we would have to require that 
they take these items, that they be included as a part of the compensa- 
tion. We have that in the record. And since then there has been a 
continual buildup until it got to the point where they were more or 
less told that if they did not want to comply with the statute, they 
would have to get legislation to exempt them. 

Mr. Moss. And that is the reason why the bill is brought here, to 
try to straighten it out? 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And a lot of this results from the policy now of the 
comprehensive audit of Government departments and agencies, and 
field audit reports? 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Pointing out practices which have long continued to 
exist 

Mr. Fascetu. And I have heard of some other places. 

Mr. Moss. In addition to the Alaskan condition. 

Mr. Martiny. Yes. And as I indicated, we have submitted some 
7 of these reports to this committee, and I would like, if 1 might 
at this point, read an excerpt from 1. This deals with the Army and 
based upon 1,689 units for which comparable commercial rates were 
found, the 1951 undercharge for all units (12,289) operated at July 1, 
1951, would have amounted to $3,189,000 in one department alone. 

So you see, by reason of that type of audit, we are now bringing these 
things out. 

Mr. Moss. And that is only one illustration. 

Mr. Martiny. I could pick out of these seven reports other illustra- 
tions. 

Mr. Moss. I think you have a similar report on the Alaska Railroad. 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. Anything further? 

Mr. Roseson. I cannot yet understand why it has taken so long 
to take care of these people who were entitled to more compensation 
when others have been getting compensation to the extent of some 
$300 a year. 

Mr. Stewarp. In answer to the question asked by Mr. Robeson 
about this matter, the main difficulty was the fact that for years and 
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years the Bureau of the Budget was merely an estimating agency and 
did not go into the area contemplated in the passage of the original act 
of 1921. It is only of comparatively recent date, that the Bureau of 
the Budget has made a survey, and has set up norms and formulas to 
ascertain just what was going on in the various agencies on this subject 
of subsistence and quarters and allowances. So that it was never 
possible to get all the facts as to which agency was responsible. 

Under section 209 of the Budget Accounting Act—and that legis- 
lation was of fairly recent date, and we are now for the first time con- 
fronted with the facts that are necessary to take some action to square 
the existing law with the necessities affec ting these agencies and em- 
ployees. 

Mr. Roseson. It was stated that the wage board under the existing 
law is required to add wages, including the subsistence payment. 

Mr. StewarpD. May I say that you are referring to the act of 1928? 

Mr. Rosegson. Yes. 

Mr. Stewarp. The Corps of Engineers did not have those com- 
parable provisions. The wage board systems, operating in the dis- 
trict, were depending upon the gross appropriation acts with respect 
to employees, and wages are fixed by wage board in similar situations. 
And for years and years, the Corps of Engineers was manning the 
engineers for districts or divisions, and there was no comparable 
condition by the Department of the Army; the wage board system is 
the development of only the last few years. 

Mr. Fasceiu. Why was it delayed until this particular year? Was 
it because the GAO got into it? 

Mr. Moss. It came about under the GAO system I believe during 
the last 3 years. 

Mr. Fasce.u. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. As a result of the comprehensive audits which have 
developed facts. 

Mr. Marrtiny. Yes. Plus the fact that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, in the Appropriation Act of 1954, did require the Bureau of 
the Budget to file reports. 

Mr. Moss. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you for your appearance, Mr. Martiny. 

Mr. Marriny. We appreciate being here. 

Mr. Moss. If there are no further questions, the committee will 
now go into executive session. 

(Whereupon at 12:15, the subcommittee proceeded to the considera- 
tion of business in executive session.) 
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